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Thank you for the information.
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P078-1 Continued

P078-2
NEPA does not require "worst-case analysis" but does require the
agency to prepare a summary of existing relevant and credible
scientific evidence and an evaluation of adverse impacts based on
generally accepted scientific approaches or research methods.

The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1) defines
and evaluates representative worst credible cases (scenarios of
events that would lead to the most serious potential impacts on
public safety). These included accidents that would affect one, two,
or all three tanks of the FSRU.

P078-3
This series of scenarios was developed to address a range of
events known to be of concern to the public and to agencies. This
scenario allowed the Project team to model and evaluate the
effects of a small release. The Hazard Identification Workshop
intentionally identified, analyzed, and screened out explosions
within the FSRU spaces as low risk contributors. Appendix C of the
IRA (Appendix C1) contains additional information on this topic.
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P078-3 Continued

P078-4
As discussed in Section 3.1, an accidental explosion in the hull void
was identified as credible during the hazard identification workshop.
The scenario definition in Section 3.1.1 discusses limitations of this
scenario. Section 3.1.3 discusses the reasons why this scenario
was not developed any further.

P078-5
This series of scenarios was developed to address a range of
events known to be of concern to the public and to agencies. This
scenario allowed the Project team to model and evaluate the
effects of a small release. The Hazard Identification Workshop
intentionally identified, analyzed, and screened out explosions
within the FSRU spaces as low risk contributors. Appendix C of the
IRA (Appendix C1) contains additional information on this topic.
Based on reviews of historic accidents, incidents related to tank
maintenance were identified as a potential hazard. As stated in
Section 4.2.1, the analysis did not initially consider frequency. As
stated, "The objective of the IRA was to evaluate the consequences
of worst credible releases and not to identify a plausible sequence
of physical events that would lead to such results."
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P078-5 Continued

P078-6
Section 3.2.3 of the IRA concludes that this scenario is improbable
and would not contribute to public risk.
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P078-6 Continued

P078-7
This series of scenarios was developed to address a range of
events known to be of concern to the public and to agencies and
allowed the Project team to model and evaluate the effects of a
small release. The plausibility of the scenarios was not evaluated
because modeling showed no consequences to the public and
therefore, the scenario was not considered further. Appendix C of
the IRA (Appendix C1) contains additional information on this topic.

P078-8
Section 3.4 of the IRA contains information on this scenario, which
was identified as a potential concern during the hazard
identification workshop and defined to permit evaluation of a
release during transfer of LNG from the carrier to the FSRU. As
discussed, the scenarios were designed to bracket a range of
events. This scenario defines a condition in which there could be a
two-dimensional confinement (between the side-by-side vessels) of
a mixture of LNG that can reach concentrations in the flammable
range. However, as discussed, the consequences have been
shown to produce almost negligible global response.
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P078-9
Section 3.4.4 of the IRA (Appendix C1) acknowledges that no
ignition source may be present.

P078-10
Section 3.5.1 contains information on the intentional multiple tank
breach, which investigates the consequences of the failure of
sections of two tanks due to an intentional attack. Sandia
recommended this scenario based on information contained in a
classified report and conservative assumptions were used to avoid
underestimating the consequences of an accident.

The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) (Appendix C1) defines
and evaluates representative worst credible cases (scenarios of
events that would lead to the most serious potential impacts on
public safety). These included accidents that would affect one, two,
or all three tanks of the FSRU.

As shown in Tables 4.2-1, 4.2-2, 4.2-7, and 4.2-8, the release of the
contents of all three tanks (the entire contents of the FSRU and an
attending LNG carrier) is addressed in the escalation scenario
associated with a large intentional event. Section 4.2.7.6 contains
additional information on how intentional events are addressed.
Although the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories third-party technical review of the 2004 IRA found that
the three-tank simultaneous release (a massive LNG release in a
short time period) was not credible, Sandia recommended the
consideration of a cascading (escalation) three-tank scenario.

The text in Section 4.2.7.6 under "2006 Independent Risk
Assessment" has been revised to clarify that this scenario may
overestimate the hazard.
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P078-11
The Sandia document specified the assumption of no immediate
ignition. Nevertheless, the text in Section 4.2.7.6 under "2006
Independent Risk Assessment" has been revised to indicate that it
is very likely that ignition would occur.

P078-12
The lead agencies directed preparation of the Independent Risk
Assessment (IRA), and the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia
National Laboratories independently reviewed it, as discussed in
Section 4.2 and Appendix C.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA (Appendix C1) discuss the models and
assumptions used and the verification process. Sandia National
Laboratories (Appendix C2) concluded that the models used were
appropriate and produced valid results.

P078-13
The entire volume was assumed to be released to avoid
underestimating the potential consequences. Section 4.2.7.6 has
been revised to clarify that the entire contents of the tanks may not
be released.
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P078-13 Continued

P078-14
Appendix D to the IRA contains information on the finite element
model used to determine hole sizes used for releases due to
accidental ship collision with the FSRU.

P078-15
The Raj equation was not used to generate any calculated result in
the IRA. As stated in Chapter 4 of Appendix 3 of the IRA (Appendix
C1), "the spill calculations had good agreement with results
generated by Sandia National Laboratories."



P078-16

P078-17

P078-18

P078-19

P078-20

P078-21

2006/P078

P078-16
The Right Circular Cylinder method is described in the Society of
Fire Protection Engineers Handbook of Fire Protection Engineering.
As described, in Section 5 of Appendix C of the IRA (see Appendix
C1), this model was used based on a recommendation from Sandia
National Laboratories because CFD models have not been fully
benchmarked against large pool sizes.

P078-17
This coefficient was used based on a recommendation from Sandia
National Laboratories (see "Fire Modeling Evaluation" in Chapter 5
of Appendix C2).

P078-18
The surface emissivity used was as recommended in the Sandia
Guidance document (see Appendix C2).

P078-19
The IRA authors do not consider it appropriate to use the average
of the last 30 seconds. Section 5 of Appendix C to the IRA contains
information on the selection of thermal flux and atmospheric
transmissivity.

P078-20
Conservative values were used to avoid underestimating the
consequences.

P078-21
As discussed in Appendix C2, Sandia reviewed and assessed the
IRA pool fire calculations and concluded, "The assumptions made
are reasonable given the current knowledge of the required input
parameters and should provide a conservative estimate of thermal
hazard distance."
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P078-21 Continued

P078-22
Appendix C of the IRA (see Appendix C1) under Section 7, "Vapor
Cloud Fire," contains detailed information on how the vapor cloud
fire was modeled. As discussed in the Sandia Review of the IRA
(Appendix C2), "[t]he model used and the assumptions made
should provide a conservative estimate of the thermal hazard
distances. The results are also conservative because of the
transient nature and spatial variability of vapor cloud fires. Heat flux
levels will not be maintained for durations required to cause injury
at certain locations relative to the cloud. Thus, a global hazard
zone...should be conservative."

P078-23
In the Sandia Review of the IRA (see Appendix C2), under "Fire
Modeling Evaluation," contains information on Sandia's review and
assessment of the flash fire modeling. Conservative assumptions
were used throughout the analysis.

P078-24
As described in Section 7 under "Vapor Cloud Fire" in Appendix C
of the IRA, Figures 11, 12, and 13 show the details of the clouds
analyzed. As indicated, "[t]he figures demonstrate that the height of
the cloud varies substantially across the cloud footprint with the
maximum height is found along the centerline of the cloud."

P078-25
As further described in Appendix C of the IRA, "[f]or simplicity this
cloud height was assumed to be constant across the footprint of the
cloud and the value used for the radiation calculation was taken to
be the centerline value. For the vapor cloud at 60 minutes after
release, the centerline cloud height was approximately 30 m."
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P078-26
As discussed above and in the Sandia Review of the IRA
(Appendix C2), "Heat flux levels will not be maintained for durations
required to cause injury at certain locations relative to the cloud.
Thus, a global hazard zone...should be conservative."

P078-27
The LNG data are the data from the Coyote experiments on vapor
cloud fires as recommended by Sandia. As discussed in the Sandia
Review of the IRA, "Sandia reviewed and assessed the flash fire
results by calculating heat flux as a function of distance shown in
Figure 5. The same input parameters were used as ACE except a
surface emissive power of 220 kW/m2 and an upward velocity of
0.2 m/s were used. This upward velocity will give a flame height to
cloud height ratio of 10 which is what was found from the Coyote
experiments on vapor cloud fires15. This approach results in a
maximum flame width of 750 m. The results are in close agreement
with the results by ACE. The model used and the assumptions
made should provide a conservative estimate of the thermal hazard
distances. The results are also conservative because of the
transient nature and spatial variability of vapor cloud fires. Heat flux
levels will not be maintained for durations required to cause injury
at certain locations relative to the cloud. Thus, a global hazard zone
as provided by ACE should be conservative."

P078-28
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Carmen Ramirez [mailto:Carmen.Ramirez@ventura.courts.ca.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 1:22 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: BHPBilliton Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater Port 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders,  
 
I am writing to you to express my deep concern and unease about this project for 
the following reasons: 
1.  The Draft EIR indicates that there are several unremediable/unmitigatable 
impacts on our environment which will be detrimental to the health and safety of our  
community and our ocean environment and the life and water in the ocean. 
This includes the certain discharge of pollutants into the atmosphere of 
approximately 280 tons of contaminants per year which will certainly cause more 
asthma and other respiratory problems, and will particularly affect the young as well 
as others with compromised health.  This cannot be remediated and it is an 
unacceptable impact; 2.  The previous unremdiable impact will fall upon a 
predominately minority population of the Oxnard area, which is mostly Hispanic, 
Spanish-speaking and low income; this represents an environmental justice issue 
and should not be allowed; 3.  The Project itself will have deleterious effects on our 
fishing industry, water quality, marine mammals and their migration, and 
recreational use of the ocean and the coast. 
4.  The project will be subjected to possible accidents, both delib- erate and 
accidental, which cannot be completely safeguarded against; the proposed project is 
close to vital national security sites, such as Port Hueneme Naval Construction 
Battalion Base and the Point Mugu Naval Air Station; any accident will compromise 
our national security; this is unacceptable. 
5.  This is an experimental project, never tried before and the impact of an 
earthquake/tsunami event predicted for our area will have disastrous consequences 
for human and animal life as well as the viability of our ocean environment. 
 
For all of the reasons below, I ask that your agency deny the Permit to the BHP 
Billiton Cabrillo Port project.  
 
Additionally, and most emphatically, please consider requiring EVIDENTIARY 
hearings before any such project is considered anywhere.  
California's unique and precious coastal resources must be protected and there is a 
complete lack of actual evidence to support the need for this LNG facility or 
anyother. 
It is incumbent upon our state agencies to be safe rather than sorry and not to 
permit this Project to go forward under all of these circumstances. 
 
Thank you for your attention to these comments. 
 
Should you have any questions, you may contact me at  M. Carmen Ramirez 
528 Holly Ave 
Oxnard, CA  93036 
(805) 483-1464 
ramirezmc@verizon.net 
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P084-1
Sections 4.2 and 4.7 discuss impacts to public health and marine
biology.

P084-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures. Included also is a discussion of
the impacts of Project emissions on human health.

P084-3
Section 4.19 evaluates potential environmental justice impacts.

P084-4
Sections 4.16.4, 4.18.4, 4.7.4, and 4.15.4 discuss impacts to these
resources.

P084-5
Table 4.2-2 identifies representative hazards and threats
considered in the public safety analysis.

Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential impacts associated
with the increased vessel traffic due to the proposed Project. The
FSRU would be located 3.5 NM (3.54 miles) from the eastern
boundary of the Point Mugu Sea Range (Pacific Missile Range).
Impacts MT-5 and MT-6 in Section 4.3.4 address potential Project
impacts on Naval and Point Mugu Sea Range operations.

P084-6
Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3 contain information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU and LNG carriers. Sections 4.11.1
and 4.11.4 discuss the risks of earthqukes and tsunamis.

P084-7
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P084-8
Section 1.1 discusses regulations and agencies involved in the
licensing and potential approval of the proposed Project. The
USCG and MARAD will hold a final public hearing on the license
with a 45-day comment period before the Federal Record of



Decision is issued. The CSLC also will hold a hearing to certify the
EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. Section 1.5
contains additional information regarding public notification and
opportunities for public comment.

P084-9
Section 1.2.2 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
the U.S. Forecast information has been obtained from the U.S.
Department of Energy's Energy Information Agency.

2006/P084
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From: Tina Rasnow [Tina.Rasnow@ventura.courts.ca.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2006 10:22 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: Carmen Ramirez 
Subject: floating regassification port for Liquefied Natural Gas 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I am writing to express my concern about the proposal to construct a floating 
regassification port for Liquefied Natural Gas off the coast in Ventura County. 
Renewable energy resources should be developed including solar and wind power, 
that do not harm the environment or pose a threat to public health. Drilling for 
natural gas harms the environment where it is extracted, and everywhere it travels, 
placing the public and the environement at considerable risk. With all the current 
focus on protection from terrorism, it makes no sense to create new hazards that 
make us more vulnerable to terrorist attack. While attacking solar power panels or 
windmills may disrupt electricity, they do not cause toxic releases into the 
environment as we would have from an attack, or even an unintended accident, with 
a natural gas facility or nuclear power plant. It makes no sense for our present day 
citizens to be exposed to these hazards, nor for future generations, by increasing the 
danger of accident or attack by building installations that make us more vulnerable. 
 
Please prevent the construction of a floating regassification port for Liquefied Natural 
Gas, and instead encourage the development of renewable and safe energy 
alternatives such as wind and solar power. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tina Rasnow 
 

V014-1

V014-2
V014-3

V014-4

2006/V014

V014-1
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

V014-2
Section 1.3 contains information on environmental effects abroad.

Section 1.3 has been revised to include information on Indonesian
and Malaysian environmental requirements that would regulate
impacts related to producing and exporting natural gas. All three
countries have existing LNG liquefaction facilities.

V014-3
Section 4.2.8 addresses safety issues related to natural gas
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated risk
of Project pipeline incidents. Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and
4.2.7.6 contain information on the threat of terrorist attacks.

V014-4
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Lee2 [lee2.reams@taxsmartinc.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2006 7:25 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: Malibu LNG Project 
 
 
I have recently reviewed the proposed LNG facility off the coast of Malibu. I am strongly 
opposed to the project for the following reasons: 

1_ Proximity to coast – downwind from my home – I live on Point Dume which is directly 
downwind from the facility. The structure is full of diesel fuel and potentially explosive 
gases. There is an opportunity for a natural disaster at each docking, which is proposed 
at 2-3 times a week, or up to 156 per year. The emissions of the facility will negatively 
affect the air quality on the coast line.  

2_ Coastal Protection / Views – I can’t believe this proposal is even at this stage. It takes 
2-3 years to get a building permit in Malibu. Issues such as coastal views and 
environmental protection are cited as the reasons for this difficult process. How does this 
facility make our coastline more beautiful? It is directly off the heavily trafficked Zuma 
beach where millions will view this immense anchored facility everyday. The applicant 
states that the dimensions are an overall length (from 938 feet or 286 meters [m] to 971 
feet or 296 m).  

 
3_ Safety – I read the following comment and became very concerned about my families 
health. “To assist in leak detection by smell, the Applicant would inject an odorant into 
the natural gas stream at the FSRU. Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) 
would operate a backup odorant injection system onshore.” I am no expert, but with 156 
visits per year and potential terrorist activity, I sure don’t feel safe.  
 
  
I believe this location was chosen because of the small population of Malibuites. It is the 
classic not in my backyard argument. I will join whatever forces necessary to stop this 
project in its tracks. Why can’t it be located in an industrial area that is already home to 
energy sources. They couldn’t have picked a worse spot. I really don’t think we need 
another Santa Barbara island off our coast. Especially with the danger of destroying our 
fragile coastline.  
  
Lee Reams II 
6980 Dume Drive 
Malibu, CA 90265 
lee2.reams@clientwhys.com 
1.818.338.8700 x222 
www.clientwhys.com 
www.clientwhyscpe.com 
www.ipersyst.com 
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P005-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P005-2
Sections 4.6.1 and 4.6.4 discusses the Project's potential effects to
air quality on-shore. Section 4.2 and Appendix C discuss public
safety.

P005-3
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas. Figure 2.2-1 provides
a profile schematic and dimensions of the proposed FSRU.

P005-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 2.2.2.4 discuss odorization of
the natural gas.

P005-5
Section 3.3.7 contains information on the consideration of other
offshore and onshore locations in California. The deepwater port
would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore, as shown on
Figure ES-1. Section 4.8 addresses coastal biological conditions
and impacts.
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P339-1
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS.

The deepwater port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore, as shown on Figure ES-1. Section 4.2.7.6 and the
Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information
on public safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The
analysis indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident
would involve a vapor cloud dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles
(7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU would be located
approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles) offshore;
therefore, consequences of an accident involving LNG transport by
carrier and storage on the FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7
nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts
the consequence distances surrounding the FSRU location for
worst credible events.

Section 3.3.5, 3.3.6, and 3.3.7 discuss the alternative locations
considered.

P339-2
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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From: Richard Reynolds [rar3@shoreline-wireless.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 02, 2006 12:38 PM 
To: DWIGHT SANDERS 
Subject: One citizen's opposition to BHP 
 
Mr. Dwight E. Sanders - California State Lands Commission, 
 
       I would like to express my profound opposition to the proposed BHP - Cabrillo 
Liquified Natural Gas Deepwater Port, on the grounds that this is the wrong direction 
California should be moving in providing energy for our state. 
 
       Not only would this use of LNG add massively to the growing gobal greenhouse 
warming problem, it will add to the hugh regional air-pollution problem of So. 
California. 
 
       As a citizen and 25 year resident of Malibu I am acutely aware of the pollution in 
the County of Los Angeles and resent the notion that we citizens cannot decide what 
our future will hold for us and our children.  We have the opportunity to choose what 
type of energy we want to consume and I choose conservation, renewables, and 
environmentally responsible forms of energy.  I am willing to pay more for these 
types of energy, though I believe that in the long run it will be far more economical 
to avoid environmental degradation and develop a more sustainable energy 
economy.  The State of California and our children will benefit from thoughtful, wise, 
reasoned decisions regarding our energy future. 
 
       We should not rush into arrangements that will commit our state to using forms 
of energy that have shown themselves to be harmful and retrogressive.  The solar 
energy potential of the State of California is nearly without bounds.  Please let us tap 
this resource before we install high-risk infrastructure in a valuable marine 
environment. 
 
       Thank you for your regard in this matter, Respectfully yours,  Richard Reynolds. 
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P035-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P035-2
Section 4.6.1 and 4.6.4 discuss the emissions from the Project and
the potential effects on air quality. Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2
contain information on Project emissions of greenhouse gases and
recent California legislation regarding emissions of greenhouse
gases.

P035-3
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.
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P206-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P206-2
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the potential impacts to air and
water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the potential
impacts to marine and terrestrial environments.



From: Riles & Co [office@rilesco.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 19, 2006 1:08 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Cc: 'Cathleen Summers' 
Subject: Opposition to Cabrillo Port LNG Plan 
 
 
Dwight Sanders  
State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Ave, Suite 100-South  
Sacramento, CA 95825 
  
Dear Mr. Sanders: 
  
Pat and Chris Riley, as long time residents of Malibu, strongly oppose BHP Billiton’s plan 
to build a floating Cabrillo Port LNG facility off the coast.  Due to a family matter, we are 
unable to attend the hearings in person, but want to be on record as strongly opposing this 
plan.   
  
We may be contacted at office@rilesco.com for further comment. 
  
Thank you, 
Pat & Chris Riley 
  

V015-1

2006/V015

V015-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: Tim Riley [Tim.Riley@gte.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 6:58 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov; SANDERD@slc.ca.gov; mprescott@comdt.uscg.mil 
Subject: State Clearing House #: 2004021107 
 
 
May 12, 2006 
  
Comments Regarding the Revised Draft EIS/EIR for the Cabrillo Port LNG 
Deepwater Port Application 
  
Docket #: USCG 2004-16877 
  
State Clearing House #: 2004021107 
  
Submitted By: 
Tim Riley and Hayden Riley 
Co-Producers of the LNG Documentary film: The Risks and Danger of LNG 
Co-Hosts of http://TimRileyLaw.com 
Co-Hosts of http://LngDanger.com 
Phone: 805-984-2350 
  
            We respectfully urge the no-action / no project alternative, and that MARAD not 
approve the application for the DWP, and CSLC not approve the application for the lease of 
the sub sea pipelines right-of-way based in part upon the following: 
  
THE APPLICANT CANNOT DEMONSTRATE THE NECESSARY HISTORY TO 
CONSTRUCT OR OPERATE AN LNG DEEP-WATER PORT. 
  
            TITLE 33 > CHAPTER 29 > Sec. 1504   mandates that each application shall 
include the technical capabilities of the applicant to construct or operate the 
deepwater port. 

            This applicant, never existed before March 12, 2003, and has actually admitted in 
their application: “BHP Billiton LNG International Inc. is a new entity - with no 
operating history”  

As a new entity - they obviously cannot demonstrate - the necessary history to 
construct or operate an LNG deep-water port. 

  
THE MOST CRITICAL ASPECT IS SAFETY AND INTEGRITY OF THE 

OPERATION 
The technologies needed to transfer a cryogenic liquid from an LNG tanker to 

an FSRU have not been demonstrated - anywhere on earth. We will be guinea pigs. 
Your 

environmental review has not determined that the applicant can indeed construct and 
operate the Deep Water Port so as to prevent and minimize adverse impact upon the marine 
environment and public safety. The applicant can not demonstrate this because - the 
technology to be applied is unavailable and nonexistent. It is pure speculation that it will 
work flawlessly first time out of the box. 
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P092-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P092-2
Section 1.1.1 contains information on the process used by the
Deepwater Port Act (DWPA) of 1974, as amended, which
establishes a licensing system for ownership, construction and
operation of deepwater port (DWP) facilities. As discussed, the role
of the Maritime Administration (MARAD) is to balance the
Congressionally imposed mandates (33 U.S.C. 1501) of the DWPA,
including those to protect the environment; the interests of the
United States and those of adjacent coastal states in the location,
construction, and operation of deepwater ports; and the interests of
adjacent coastal states concerning the right to regulate growth,
determine land use, and otherwise protect the environment in
accordance with law. MARAD is responsible for determining
whether the criteria specified in the DWPA are met.

P092-3
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 2.2.2 describes the FSRU. Section
2.2.2.3 describes the LNG receiving, storage, and regasification
facilities. Several LNG facilites are currently operating in the U.S.
and there are many facilities that use cryogenic liquids. The
technology to transport cryogenic fluids in pipes is currently in use
in the U.S. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State
agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act
specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet; Section
4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety standards for the
deepwater port. The EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with
consideration of these factors and regulations and in full
conformance with the requirements of NEPA and the CEQA.



  
            It is Pollyanna speculation to assume the FSRU, which will be moored by chain and 
cable to the ocean floor, in a seismically active area, will withstand earthquakes, hurricanes, 
and tsunamis. Consider the eye-opening and heart-wrenching events in Malaysia and New 
Orleans. 
  
            BHP Billiton - with self-serving bravado - claims that California coastal 
communities - can trust its offshore platform experience - and safety record. 
  
            Well, now we have tangible evidence of BHP Billiton’s - inability to moor and 
secure - an offshore oil/gas platform. 
  
            According to the Australian Financial Review, of September 28, 2005: 
  
“BHP Billiton is mystified how one of its supposedly hurricane-proof 
offshore oil and gas platforms broke its moorings and drifted out of 
control for almost 270 kilometres across the Gulf of Mexico during 
Hurricane Rita at the weekend.” 
  
“The massive anchor cables, which tether the floating platform to the sea bed, 
broke free, allowing the unmanned rig to drift…”  
  
            And according to BHP Billiton spokeswoman Emma Meade, - "‘The facility was 
designed to withstand these conditions, so we don't know why it went off location,’”  

The Application involves a floating facility storing enormous volumes of ultra 
hazardous materials which can break free bounding toward shore producing an inferno 
extending many miles.  

  
Where both the Applicant and the Project demonstrate - no experience – then 

the Drafters must acknowledge - that this is a recipe for unprecedented disaster and 
recommend that the application for license be denied.  

  

THE BHPB APPLICATION MUST NOT BE APPROVED BECAUSE IT IS NOW 
QUESTIONABLE WHETHER BHPB CAN ACTUALLY SUPPLY LNG TO 
CABRILLO PORT.  

            It is questionable that BHPB will ever receive the necessary joint venture approval 
to proceed with the project from ExxonMobil.  

            Based upon the disclosures revealed in the article below, the BHPB application 
review process requires a thorough and independent investigation into BHPB’s ACTUAL 
ability to deliver on its LNG supply projections. The independent investigation needs to 
rely on more than the applicants mere representations.  

            Also, the independent investigation needs to fully examine the public dispute and 
the legal relationship between BHPB and its joint venture ExxonMobil to independently 
determine whether or not the BHPB applicant has a legal right to proceed or undertake the 
project without joint venture approval.  
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The Typhoon Platform, a tension leg production platform in the Gulf
of Mexico jointly owned by Chevron and BHPB, was severed from
its mooring and severely damaged during Hurricane Rita. The
Typhoon Platform was designed for a different purpose using
different design criteria.

The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with applicable
standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section 2.1 contains
information on design criteria and specifications, final design
requirements, and regulations governing the construction of the
FSRU. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State
agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act
specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. If the FSRU were to
become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats could be used to hold it
in place. Section 4.3.1.4 addresses this topic.

The regulation implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 [a]) states, "Each component, except for those specifically
addressed elsewhere in this subpart (for example, single point
moorings, hoses, and aids to navigation buoys), must be designed
to withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces
of the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period." By definition, a 100-year
wave event is expected to occur once every 100 years on average
over the course of many hundreds of years. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations.
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The Applicant has stated that the source of the natural gas for this
Project would be either Australia, Malaysia, or Indonesia. As these
countries are sovereign nations, the Applicant would be required to
comply with those countries' applicable environmental laws and
regulations pertaining to the extraction and development of natural
gas fields as well as those pertaining to the liquefaction and
transfer of LNG to LNG carriers. Consideration of the Applicant's
compliance with a foreign nation's applicable laws and regulations
is beyond the scope of this EIS/EIR.

The Applicant has indicated that the Scarborough natural gas field
in the state of Western Australia could be a potential source of
natural gas for the Project. In May 2005, the Honourable Ian
Macfarlane, the Australian Federal Minister for Industry, Tourism



and Resources, stated, "Development of the Scarborough Field and
related support facilities must be carried out in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of both the Australian Government
(federal) and the State Government in Western Australia. Any
activities will be subject to assessment and approvals under the
applicable environmental legislative regimes. These include, among
others, the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999, governing matters of national
environmental significance, and, under State legislation, the
Western Australian Environmental Protection Act 1986. The
objectives of the Commonwealth's environmental regulatory
regimes are to provide for the protection of the environment and
ensure that any petroleum activity is carried out in a way that is
consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable
development." (Appendix L contains a copy of this letter.)

Sections 1.3 and 2.2.1 discuss the natural gas to be imported to the
Project. If the Applicant were not able to secure natural gas from
these sources, it would use another source that would meet
California's requirements for pipeline-quality gas. Section 4.6.2
describes California's requirements for pipeline-quality gas.
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            The application approval process must independently investigate the following 
enlightening and troubling public dispute between BHPB and its joint venture ExxonMobil.  

See: The Age, April 11, 2005,  BHP and ExxonMobil in gas dispute  

http://www.theage.com.au/news/Business/BHP-and-ExxonMobil-in-gas-dispute/2005/04/11/1113071909344.html?oneclick=true#   

A dispute between the owners of the Scarborough gas field off the Western Australian coast 
escalated as BHP Billiton Ltd's joint venture partner disputed the size of the reserves.  

BHP Billiton Petroleum chief executive Philip Aiken said three recent appraisal wells had 
increased certainty about the field, which it estimated to contain eight trillion cubic feet of 
gas.  

"That's our view, but ExxonMobil has a lower expectation than we did," Mr Aiken said.  

BHP Billiton and ExxonMobil equally own the Scarborough field, but ExxonMobil is the 
operator.  

"ExxonMobil believes Scarborough is unlikely to be commercially viable in the near term," 
ExxonMobil Australia chairman Mark Nolan told journalists on the sidelines of the 
Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association's annual conference in Perth.  

"So we do have a difference of opinion.  

"Our view is that BHP's assessment (of reserves) is very high and we don't agree."  

Mr Nolan said ExxonMobil was aware that BHP Billiton has recently drilled some more 
wells but it did not have access to the data yet.  

"But even so, we are of the view that their assessment is very much on the high side."  

Mr Aiken said BHP Billiton hoped to be able to push the button on its planned Cabrillo Port 
liquefied natural gas terminal in California by the end of 2005.  

That access to the energy hungry North American west coast would improve the 
commercial viability of Scarborough, he said.  

"Our view at the moment is that if we could get Cabrillo Port up then we'd have a market 
and that would make Scarborough more feasible."  

But Mr Nolan said development of Cabrillo Port affected BHP Billiton's share of the 
Scarborough gas and did not change ExxonMobil's view of the project, which would need 
joint venture approval to proceed.  

"When we see our side of the project, which is the development and sale of 50 per cent of 
the offshore gas, we don't see that as commercially viable at this stage," Mr Nolan said.  

© 2005 AAP  
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THE APPLICANT CAN NOT ADEQUATELY MITIGATE THE FOLLOWING:  
  
Re: Geological Resources and Soils  
            The applicant can not adequately mitigate the adverse impacts on the facilities and 
pipeline from seismic hazards or the adverse impacts to onshore facilities from liquefaction 
or the adverse impact on coastal communities resulting from the FSRU being ripped from 
its moorings by foreseeable earthquakes, liquefaction, shaking hazards or tsunamis causing 
the FSRU to bound uncontrollably towards shore holding tens of billions of gallons of 
methane.  

            See: Open-File Report 2004-1286 by the U.S. Department of the Interior and U.S. 
Geological Survey   

            Executive Summary:  

            "This report examines the regional seismic and geologic hazards that could affect 
proposed liquefied natural gas (LNG) facilities in coastal Ventura County, California. 
Faults throughout this area are thought to be capable of producing earthquakes of 
magnitude 6.5 to 7.5, which could produce surface fault offsets of as much as 15 feet. Many 
of these faults are sufficiently well understood to be included in the current generation of 
the National Seismic Hazard Maps; others may become candidates for inclusion in future 
revisions as research proceeds. Strong shaking is the primary hazard that causes damage 
from earthquakes and this area is zoned with a high level of shaking hazard. The estimated 
probability of a magnitude 6.5 or larger earthquake (comparable in size to the 2003 
San Simeon quake) occurring in the next 30 years within 30 miles of Platform Grace is 
50-60%; for Cabrillo Port, the estimate is a 35% likelihood. Combining these 
probabilities of earthquake occurrence with relationships that give expected ground 
motions yields the estimated seismic-shaking hazard. In parts of the project area, the 
estimated shaking hazard is as high as along the San Andreas Fault. The combination 
of long-period basin waves and LNG installations with large long-period resonances 
potentially increases this hazard…”  

Full Report http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2004/1286/of2004-1286.pdf  

            In light of the recent news event referenced above, coupled with the Recent U.S. 
Geological Survey, referenced above, the applicant’s offshore platform mooring 
capability appears to be highly questionable. It would be Pollyanna to now believe that this 
applicant can safely secure its monstrous untested and untried floating platform in a 
seismically active area with a history of tsunamis. The applicant cannot safely guarantee 
that the FSRU will never brake free from its moorings and bound towards shore producing 
a massive disaster, particularly where, “BHP Billiton is mystified how one of its supposedly 
hurricane-proof offshore oil and gas platforms broke its moorings and drifted out of control 
for almost 270 kilometres.”   
  
            A BHPB Cabrillo Port FSRU platform disaster is clearly foreseeable.  
  
            An LNG floating storage facility is far more vulnerable than BHPB’s offshore 
gas/oil platform that went adrift during hurricane Katrina. During a hurricane, earthquake 
or tsunami, breach of LNG holding tanks and pipes could cause the cryogenic contents to 
spill on the facility platform causing massive and extensive brittle fracturing throughout the 
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Section 4.11 contains information on potential seismic and geologic
hazards and mitigation measures to address impacts. Impacts
GEO-3 and GEO-4 in Section 4.11.4 contain information on
potential impacts and mitigation related to earthquakes and related
hazards. Appendices J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations
of seismic hazards. Section 4.11.1.5 and Impact GEO-5 in Section
4.11.4 contain information on the potential for damage to pipelines
and other facilities and mitigation measures to address potential
impacts that could occur due to mass movement of soil, including
landslides, mudflow, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse. Section 4.11.1.8 and Impact GEO-6 in Section 4.11.4
contain information on potential impacts from tsunamis and
mitigation measures to address impacts. As discussed in Section
4.11.4, "[t]here is little risk of damage from tsunamis to facilities
located in deep water, such as the proposed location of the
FSRU..."

If the FSRU were to become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats
would be used to hold it in place. "Disabled Vessels and
Anchorage" in Section 4.3.1.4 contains information on this potential
situation and the actions that would be taken if it were to occur.

Section 1.0 contains information on the proposed Project facilities,
including information on the LNG storage capacity of the FSRU. As
stated, the FSRU would have "a total LNG storage capacity of
about 72 million gallons..."

P092-7
The United States Geological Survey (USGS) prepared the report
Comments on Potential Geologic and Seismic Hazards Affecting
Coastal Ventura County, California (Open-File Report 2004-1286,
2004), which is included as Appendix J1. The USGS report was
prepared in response to a letter to the USGS dated June 25, 2004,
from Representative Lois Capps (CA 23rd District), which
specifically requested advice on geologic hazards that should be
considered in the review of proposed LNG facilities offshore
Ventura County, California, including the Cabrillo Port LNG
Deepwater Port Project. The USGS report examines the regional
seismic and geologic hazards that could affect proposed LNG
facilities in coastal Ventura County, California. Information from the
USGS report is incorporated in Section 4.11, which contains
information on seismic and geologic hazards, and conclusions from
the USGS report were used in the analysis. Appendices J2 through
J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic hazards.
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The Typhoon Platform, a tension leg production platform in the Gulf
of Mexico jointly owned by Chevron and BHPB, was severed from
its mooring and severely damaged during Hurricane Rita. The
Typhoon Platform was designed for a different purpose using
different design criteria.

The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with applicable
standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section 2.1 contains
information on design criteria and specifications, final design
requirements, and regulations governing the construction of the
FSRU. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State
agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act
specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. If the FSRU were to
become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats could be used to hold it
in place. Section 4.3.1.4 addresses this topic.

The regulation implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 [a]) states, "Each component, except for those specifically
addressed elsewhere in this subpart (for example, single point
moorings, hoses, and aids to navigation buoys), must be designed
to withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces
of the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period." By definition, a 100-year
wave event is expected to occur once every 100 years on average
over the course of many hundreds of years. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations.

Impact MM PS-1f in Section 4.2.7.6 contains information on
structural component exposure to temperature extremes.
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facility platform and further cause brittle fracturing breakage of the mooring connections, 
thus allowing the FSRU to bound uncontrollably adrift towards shore.  
             
            Essentially, it is the cryogenic content at the facility - once spilled - that would 
cause extreme vulnerability to the integrity of the platform itself during a sever hurricane, 
storm, tsunami or earthquake. 
  
            A California LNG disaster producing thousands of deaths, thousands of serious 
burn victims and billions of dollars of property losses is too costly a price to 
pay for imported natural gas, and is an unacceptable risk.  
  
            A California LNG disaster should not be part of BHPB’s offshore platform learning 
curve.  
  
            The applicant must not be permitted to moor a monstrous offshore platform loaded 
with ultra hazardous cryogenic materials that can vaporize into billions of gallons of 
flammable methane that can ultimately cause an inferno extending for several miles. 
Incinerating boaters and tourists, loaded cargo ships or possibly even residential 
communities such as the Malibu Colony is too large a risk to take on this guinea pig 
project.  
  
            The inevitable ‘blame game’ of tomorrow should be avoided by acting responsibly 
today.  
  
            The California State Lands Commission has the obligation and the opportunity to 
stop a foreseeable earthquake prone California LNG disaster before it happens.  
  
BHPB REGARD FOR GAS FACILITY SAFETY MUST BE CONSIDERED AND 
ADEQUATELY INVESTIGATED 
  
            The drafters must review and independently investigate the applicant’s safety record 
and alleged disregard for local safety laws as demonstrated in the following news article: 
  
According to the National Nine News - NineMSN of Australia on May 25, 2005, 
Full Story: http://news.ninemsn.com.au/article.aspx?id=8371  
  
Abstracts: 
"Resources giant BHP Billiton is facing four charges over a fatal gas explosion 
at its Boodarie iron plant in Western Australia's north." 
"WA's Department of Industry and Resources (DoIR) said it had charged BHP 
Billiton Direct Reduced Iron under sections 9(1) and 9(8) of the Mines Safety 
and Inspection Act 1994." 
"The charges follow the department's assessment of a report ordered into the 
Boodarie HBI operations by the State Mining Engineer and DoIR's own 
investigation of the incident." 
"The case will be heard in Perth Magistrates Court." ©AAP 2005 
  
            This news article presents very serious charges, and casts doubt over the applicant's 
ability to protect human life from gas explosion and conform with required governmental 
safety regulations. 
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Section 2.2 describes Cabrillo Port as proposed: an offshore
floating storage and regasification unit (FSRU) and associated
natural gas pipelines to deliver natural gas to Oxnard, California, for
distribution in Southern California. The Project does not include a
platform.

Section 4.1.8 contains information on weather and potential storm
conditions that can be expected in Southern California. The
regulations implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR 149.625
[a]) require that "each component, except for hoses, mooring lines,
and aids to navigation buoys, must be designed to withstand at
least the combined wind, wave, and current forces of the most
severe storm that can be expected to occur at the deepwater port in
any 100-year period."

By definition, a 100-year wave event is expected to occur once
every 100 years on average over the course of many hundreds of
years. The estimated 100-year wave height (7+ meters) and peak
wave period (16+ seconds) at the FSRU exceed any waves
generated locally by strong northwest winds. The most extreme
waves are primarily generated in the deep ocean and propagate
through the Channel Islands.

Section 4.11 contains information on potential seismic and geologic
hazards and mitigation measures to address such impacts. Impacts
GEO-3 and GEO-4 contain information on potential impacts and
mitigation related to earthquakes and related hazards. Appendices
J1 through J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic hazards.
Section 4.11.1.8 and Impact GEO-6 in Section 4.11.4 contain
information on potential impacts from tsunamis and mitigation
measures to address impacts. As discussed in Section 4.11.4,
"[t]here is little risk of damage from tsunamis to facilities located in
deep water, such as the proposed location of the FSRU..."

P092-10
Section 2.2 describes Cabrillo Port as proposed; the proposed
Project does not include a platform. Sections 2.1 and 4.2.7.3
contain information on design criteria and specifications, final
design requirements, and regulations governing the construction of
the FSRU and LNG carriers. As stated in Section 2.2.2.3, "[e]ach
Moss tank would be 184 feet (56 m) in diameter and would have an
LNG storage capacity of 24 million gallons (90,800 m3). The total
LNG storage capacity on the FSRU would be approximately 72



million gallons (273,000 m3)." Section 4.16.4 contains information
on commercial shipping. Section 4.15.4 contains information on
impacts on recreational boating.

The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA), which was independently
reviewed by the U.S. Department of Energy's Sandia National
Laboratories, evaluates the consequences of a potential vapor
cloud (flash) fire, as discussed in Section 4.2.7.6 and the IRA
(Appendix C1). The IRA determined that the consequences of the
worst credible accident involving a vapor cloud fire would be more
than 5.7 NM from shore at the closest point, as summarized in
Table 4.2-1. Figure 2.1-2, Consequence Distances Surrounding the
FSRU Location for Worst Credible Events, depicts the maximum
distance from the FSRU in any direction that could be affected in
the event of an accident. The shape and direction of the affected
area within the circle depicted in Figure 2.1-2 would depend on
wind conditions and would be more like a cone than a circle, but
would not reach the shoreline. As shown in Table 2.1-2, the
distance from the proposed location of the FSRU to the closest
point of the shipping lanes is 2.06 NM (2.4 miles). As stated in
Section 4.2.7.2, a vapor cloud explosion "would be confined to a
local area." As stated in Section 4.3 of the IRA, "[p]ool fire hazards
are not predicted to reach the coastwise shipping lane..." The IRA
determined that the consequences of the worst credible accident
involving a vapor cloud fire would encompass the shipping lane.

Impact MT-4 in Section 4.3.4 contains information on potential
impacts of this type of incident on marine traffic and the measures
that would take place if an incident occurred. AM PS-2a, AM
MT-3a, AM MT-3b, and AM MT-3c are measures the Applicant has
incorporated into the proposed Project that address this impact.
MM PS-3b and MM MT-3f are mitigation measures that address
this potential impact. If an incident were to occur, the Applicant
would initiate emergency shutdown procedures and use all
available communication devices on the FSRU and Project vessels
to immediately notify vessels in the area, including hailing and
Securite broadcasts. Such warnings would allow vessels in the
area to undertake evasive maneuvers to avoid or minimize potential
harm. As stated in Section 4.3.4, "[i]f an accident were to occur,
there would be unmitigable impacts on public safety (Class I);
however, the impact on marine traffic would be reduced to a level
that is below the marine traffic significance criteria (Class II)."
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Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
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application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

P092-12
The Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements in the
execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 states, "The
environmental and occupational safety record for the Applicant's
worldwide operations, including, for example, mining ventures
overseas, was not considered in evaluating potential public safety
concerns associated with this Project because such operations are
not directly comparable to the processes in the proposed Project."
The conclusions in the EIS/EIR are based on the analyses of
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and the
implementation assumptions stated in Section 4.1.7. However, the
Applicant's safety and environmental record will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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            The volume of the gas relative to the story referenced above, pales in comparison to 
the potential for disaster and massive injuries from a violation of safety 
regulations in the management of millions of gallons of LNG and billions of 
gallons of regasified natural gas. 
  
            The drafters must independently investigate and determine the current status of the 
entire court matter, including all appeals in Australia. If it is determined that the applicant 
violated Australian law thus causing death and multiple burn victims from a gas explosion, 
then it would be a gross dereliction of duty to approve the applicant's license here in the 
United States to operate an LNG facility that is untried and unproven. 
  
Accordingly, the application should be denied. 
            Having received notice of the forgoing news event, approval of the BHPB 
application to locate and moor an LNG facility platform offshore California’s 
populated coastal communities would be a gross dereliction of duty by the USCG, 
MARAD, California State Lands Commission, the Secretary of the DOT, and Gov. 
Schwarzenegger. 

            Moreover, the commentators contend that you have not adequately reviewed the 
following: 

1. Air Quality:  
            Adverse impacts on regional air quality, including visibility and other resources 
particularly where the prevailing onshore winds will deliver the projects pollution onshore 
to both Ventura and Los Angeles County’s.  
  
2. Hazards and Risk / Safety:  
            LNG releases resulting in potential impacts on third parties from fire, radiant 
energy, or ignitable gas clouds; 
Adverse impacts of “cold water” resulting from LNG release to marine mammals;  
Adverse impacts of pipeline failures on humans, property, and marine and terrestrial 
Ecosystems; 
  
3. Marine Transportation:  
            Disruption in marine transportation, adversely affecting existing ship traffic to and 
from the ports of Port Hueneme and Oxnard; Potential navigational hazards to marine 
traffic; 
  
4. Cumulative Impacts:  
            The cumulative Adverse impacts of the Project with other projects and probable 
future projects, including the offshore LNG facilities proposed by Crystal Energy and 
Woodside, and the onshore Sound Energy Solutions LNG project proposals, along with the 
cumulative effects of other major projects in the area. 
  
5. Aesthetics:  
            Adverse impacts of the view shed by construction and operations. 
  
6. Hazardous Materials (HAZMAT)  
            Adverse  impacts from HAZMAT spills including petroleum, LNG, hydrocarbons, 
fuels, lubricant, urea, paints, solvents, and sanitary waste; 
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The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.1.8 contains a detailed description of the
marine climatic setting. Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to provide
an expanded discussion of the potential transport of offshore air
pollutant emissions to onshore areas due to meteorological
conditions. Section 4.6.4 contains revised analyses of the impacts
on air quality from the emissions of criteria pollutants, ozone
precursors, and toxic air pollutants from the FSRU and Project
vessels.

The air dispersion modeling analysis of the criteria air pollutant
emissions from FSRU and Project vessel operational activities
includes prediction of impacts at receptors located from the
coastline to 2 miles inland spanning approximately 44 miles from
Ventura to Malibu. Additional receptors were also placed along the
coastline spanning approximately 38 miles from Malibu to the Palos
Verdes Peninsula located directly south of Los Angeles.

Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health
effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.
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Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

P092-15
Impact BioMar-6 in Section 4.7.4 contains information on the
potential impacts of an incident on marine biota. Section 4.2.8
addresses safety issues related to natural gas pipelines. Section
4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated risk of Project
pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 contains information on



property values. Project impacts on coastal ecosystems would be
limited to the pipeline corridor during construction and operation
(see Section 2.1). The shore crossing required for the proposed
Project would be installed beneath Ormond Beach. With the
proposed mitigation, the potential impacts of construction,
operation, or an accident on terrestrial biological resources would
be reduced to a level that is below the significance criteria.
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Section 4.3.4 contains information on impacts on marine traffic
during construction and (Impact MT-1) and operations (Impact
MT-2), and on long-term Interference with Operations at Port
Hueneme. Implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
Section 4.7.4 would decrease impacts to below their significance
criteria.
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Section 4.20.3 contains information on cumulative impacts. The
Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners voted on January 22,
2007, to end the environmental review of a proposal by SES and
issued the following statement: "After deliberation, based upon an
opinion from Long Beach City Attorney Robert Shannon, who
concluded that the Environmental Impact Report on the proposed
LNG project 'is and in all likelihood will remain legally inadequate,'
and since an agreement between Sound Energy Solutions and the
City does not appear to be forthcoming, the Board of Harbor
Commissioners disapproves the project and declines to pursue
further negotiations" (Port of Long Beach 2007).

P092-18
Section 4.4 and Appendix F contain information on visual
resources, impacts, and mitigation. Appendix F describes how
visibility from various distances was evaluated and provides
additional simulations prepared for viewpoints at elevated sites
along the Malibu coastline and inland areas.

P092-19
Section 4.12.4 contains information on potential hazardous
materials spills and the mitigation measures to prevent or address
them. Sections 2.2.2.6 and 4.18.4 contain information on the
management of sanitary waste and its treatment.

2006/P092



  
7. Adverse impacts from the permanent and temporary areas of restricted access around the 
FSRU. 
  
8. Water Quality:  
            Adverse impacts from LNG or HAZMAT spills, increases in turbidity, or 
unearthing of contaminated sediments;  
  
9. The draft has not satisfactorily shown that the project and delivering tankers can safely 
be protected from terrorist sabotage or attack, or that the cost of such security will make the 
price of the ultimate LNG gas prohibitive; 
  
10. The daft does not address the issue of the economic repercussions that could result from 
a mere terrorist threat to tanker or facility, thus halting tanker traffic and causing 
interruption of delivery of the LNG supplies to California energy markets. Once we have 
become committed and dependent upon receiving gas from the applicant’s project any 
interruption could have severe economic repercussions. 
  
11. The draft has not addressed the issue of raising the financial liability limitation pursuant 
to the Deepwater Port Act. 
  
  
  
  
  
  

P092-20

P092-21

P092-22

P092-23

P092-24

2006/P092

P092-20
Section 2.2.4 discusses the offshore safety zone, which under
Federal law is an area to which access is limited to authorized
persons, vehicles, or vessels. As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1, no
fishing grounds are located in the proposed 1,640-foot (500 m)
safety zone around the FSRU, which is in deep water, thereby
limiting fishing activities. As discussed in Impact MT-2 in Section
4.3.4, security zones only apply to LNG carriers in Federal waters
(within 12 NM from shore). Since Project LNG carriers would not
have security zones, cargo vessels would have to observe the
"rules of the road" when transiting near an LNG carrier, the same
measures they would take when transiting near any large
commercial vessel. Impact SOCIO-1 in Section 4.16.4 contains
information on the potential decrease in catch revenues for
commercial fisheries due to exclusion from fishing areas. Impact
REC-2 in Section 4.15.4 contains information on restricted
recreational fishing in the Area to Be Avoided.

P092-21
Section 4.18.4 contains information on potential impacts on water
quality and mitigation measures to address such impacts.

P092-22
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.5 contains information on
liability in case of an accident and reimbursement for local
agencies.

P092-23
The EIS/EIR evaluates environmental effects; the potential
economic effects of a terrorist event may be taken into account by
decision-makers when they consider the proposed Project.

P092-24
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.



From: DOLORES RIVELLINO [godofmalibu@verizon.net] 
Sent: Thursday, April 27, 2006 8:53 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG PROPOSAL FOR MALIBU 
 
 
TO WHOM IT MAY REALLY CONCERN... 
  
THE IDEA OF PUTTING THIS FLOATING LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS 
FACILITY ON MALIBU'S WESTERN COAST IS SO TRAGIC. 
MY CONCERNS ARE FOR OUR ENVIRONMENT...HOW CAN YOU 
ALLOW GREED TO OVERRIDE THE CONTINUED DISTRUCTION OF 
OUR WATER, AIR AND  MARINE LIFE.???? 
WE WILL NEVER GET USE TO THE PRESENCE OF A 14 STORY 
ENVIONMENTAL TIME BOMB ...PUBLIC SAFETY IS INVOLVED.. 
WE WILL FIGHT THIS BECAUSE IT'S WRONG AND CRIMINAL ...IT'S 
MASS GENOCIDE FOR OUR ENIRONMENT. 
  
DOLORES WALSH 
MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 

P025-1

P025-2

2006/P025

P025-1
Sections 4.6.4, 4.7.4, and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential
impacts to air quality, marine life, and water quality, respectively.

P025-2
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety
impacts.



P317-1

P317-2

P317-3

P317-4

2006/P317

P317-1
Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
air and water quality. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's
potential effects on the marine and terrestrial environments.

P317-2
The Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements in the
execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 states, "The
environmental and occupational safety record for the Applicant's
worldwide operations, including, for example, mining ventures
overseas, was not considered in evaluating potential public safety
concerns associated with this Project because such operations are
not directly comparable to the processes in the proposed Project."
The conclusions in the EIS/EIR are based on the analyses of
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and the
implementation assumptions stated in Section 4.1.7. However, the
Applicant's safety and environmental record will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P317-3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P317-4
Section 4.7.1.5 discusses marine mammals that occur in the
Project area. Impacts BioMar-4, BioMar-5, BioMar-8, BioMar-9, and
BioMar-10 in Section 4.7.4 discuss the Project's potential effects on
marine mammals.



P317-4
Continued

P317-5

P317-6

P317-7

2006/P317

P317-4 Continued

P317-5
Section 4.7.4 discusses the Project's potential effects on marine life
with respect to lights, noise, pollution, and ballast water. Section
4.7.4 also discusses uptake volumes and potential impacts of
seawater uptake and discharge, including those on ichthyoplankton
from intake of seawater, and those on water quality and the marine
environment from thermal discharges of cooling water. The Project
has been modified since issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft
EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes. A closed
loop tempered water system would replace the seawater cooling
system. Section 2.2.2.4 contains a description of the proposed
water uptakes and water uses for the FSRU.

P317-6
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain information
on this topic.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

P317-7
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P438

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



2006/P469

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



 

741 East Arcturus Avenue, Oxnard, California 93033   TEL (805) 488-6428   FAX (805) 986-5309 
www.divecon.com 

May 9, 2006 
 
     Letter sent via email: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov  

Mr. Dwight Sanders      
California State Lands Commission  
Div. of Environmental Planning & Management  
100 Howe Ave, Suite 100-South  
Sacramento, CA 95825  

Reference: Cabrillo Port Project 
  Clearinghouse number 2004021107  

  Letter of Support 

Dear Mr. Sanders: 

My name is Ted Roche and I am President of Divecon Services LP located in Oxnard, CA.  We 
provide Marine Construction, Commercial Diving, ROV and Vessel Services to numerous 
customers in our area.  We commonly provide these services to the oil and gas sector offshore 
California as well as the Gulf of Mexico.  Over the years many of our projects have been 
scrutinized by your agency.   

I am writing to support the above referenced project.  We make our living working in the ocean 
and are diligent watch keepers of our offshore waters.  I am also an avid surfer and very 
concerned about water quality. 
The Cabrillo Port project features a “closed loop” system which uses the natural gas onboard 
the ships to warm the gas and transfer it to shore via undersea lines.  Other schemes would use 
an “open” system including sea water heated and released; discharging cooler water back into 
the ocean and a great deal more air pollution.    
 
Cabrillo Port will further reduce air pollution in Ventura County by converting trash hauling trucks 
to low emission LNG power, similar to those used now by UCLA, LAX and Santa Monica for 
their buses.  LNG is being used by LA County to reduce air pollution.  We need to use that 
technology here in Ventura County. 
 
Air quality will continue to improve as California converts to alternative fuels like natural gas and 
more wind and solar come online in the coming decades.  For now, we need innovative and 
environmentally sensitive projects like Cabrillo Port to bring us natural gas as efficiently and 
cleanly as possible. 
 
Divecon routinely inspects all of the subsea pipelines located offshore California with our 
Remote Operated Vehicle (ROV) in accordance with the mandated inspection criteria set forth 
by the MMS.  This project would provide us with additional pipelines for inspection and would 
create an economic benefit to our company as well as our local employee base. 
 

P055-1

P055-2

2006/P055

P055-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P055-2
Section 2.2.2.3 discusses the regasification process. Section 4.6.4
discusses the Project's potential impacts to air quality and the
mitigation measures that would be used to prevent or minimize
impacts.



 

741 East Arcturus Avenue, Oxnard, California 93033   TEL (805) 488-6428   FAX (805) 986-5309 
www.divecon.com 

 
 
 
We encourage you to approve of the EIR and recommend that the Cabrillo Port Project is 
approved.  If you have any questions or require further clarification about our position you may 
contact me directly at (805) 488-6428. 
 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
DIVECON SERVICES LP 
 
 
Ted Roche 
 
Ted Roche 
President 
 
 
 
 

2006/P055



From: Rachel Roderick - Jones [rachelrj@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 12, 2006 6:54 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG NO NO NO 
 
 
To Whom This Concerns 
  My husband and I attended the public meeting  at Malibu High School last month and wish to 
voice our strong opposition to this LNG project. We listened to the many voices that gave their 
opinion on this project both for and against and we heard nothing that would incline us to favor 
this project.  It is a huge step backward for water and air quality, discharging approx 300 tons of 
smog producing hydrocarbons and nitrous oxides amongst other noxious pollutants into the 
atmosphere. This is outrageous, we are absolutely appalled that the Governor is even 
considering this assault. 
 Many industries are being forced to abide by EPA standards and clean up their act after decades 
of dirty business, we do not need this  dangerous and polluting hazard off our coast, now or 
ever.  More effort should be made to fund alternative energy sources that are non polluting eg 
Ethanol from sugar cane . The benefits to a few businesses does NOT outweigh the many and 
varied risks. Kick this LNG project OUT 
 
Yours sincerely 
Alan and Rachel Roderick-Jones 

P093-1

P093-2
P093-3

P093-4

2006/P093

P093-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P093-2
Sections 4.6 and 4.18 discuss these topics.

P093-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P093-4
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.



G216-1

G216-2

G216-3

2006/G216

G216-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G216-2
Section 1.2.3 contains updated information on natural gas needs in
California. Forecast information has been obtained from the
California Energy Commission.

G216-3
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain information on public safety.



G216-4

G216-5

2006/G216

G216-4
Sections 2.2.2.3 and 3.3.9.1 discuss this topic.

G216-5
Section 4.16.4 contains information on potential socioeconomic
impacts and mitigation measures to address such impacts.



P354-1

P354-2

P354-3
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P354-1
Thank you for the information.

P354-2
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent
Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public
safety impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis
indicates that the maximum impact distance of an accident or
intentional incident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident or intentional
incident involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the
FSRU would extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles)
from the shoreline.

P354-3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



From: sromera@charter.net 
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2006 5:34 PM 
To: BHPRevisedDEIR@slc.ca.gov 
Subject: LNG CANNOT be built on our coastline. 
 
Dwight Sanders 
State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Ave, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
Dear Dwight Sanders: 
 
The Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas terminal CANNOT be built on California's 
Coastline.  This project is putting California's most precious resource in jeopardy - its 
beautiful coastline.  LNG is not a safe source of energy.  The Cabrillo Port LNG 
project puts the lives of citizens of Malibu, Oxnard, Camarillo and even inland cities 
in danger.  Citizens of California will be put in danger from gas explosions, fires, air 
and environmental contaminations.  This project will also create a prime target for 
terrorists. 
 
Another reason that this project is bad for California (and the rest of the nation) is 
that additional sources of natural gas are not currently needed and will not be 
needed in the foreseeable future.  If this project is not stopped Natural Gas prices 
will surely increase for California consumers because of the huge expense involved 
with building LNG facilities and the extra processing involved with Liquefied Natural 
Gas.  I urge you to protect the people of California from being swindled by the 
energy industry - please do everything in your power to stop the creation of LNG 
terminals on our coastline. 
 
You can find more information about the Cabrillo Port LNG terminal at the following 
website: 
 
http://www.edcnet.org/ProgramsPages/LNG.htm 
 
and 
 
http://www.edcnet.org/ 
 
Thank you in advance for taking action AGAINST the Cabrillo Port LNG project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Seth Romera 
 
Santa Barbara resident. 
sromera@charter.net 

V010-1
V010-2
V010-3

V010-4

V010-5

V010-6

2006/V010

V010-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

V010-2
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.8.4 discuss the Project's potential impacts on
the marine and terrestrial environments.

V010-3
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical distance (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline.

Section 4.2.8 contains information on safety requirements for
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 discusses the estimated risk of Project
pipeline incidents.

V010-4
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.

V010-5
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

V010-6
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P313



P313-1
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P313-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/P223

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."



Murray Rosenbluth 
2591 Northstar Cove 

Port Hueneme CA 93041 
(805) 985-7588 

mrosenbluth@earthlink.net 
April 7, 2006 

  
Mr. Dwight Sanders  
State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Ave, Suite 100-South  
Sacramento, CA 95825 
  
Dear Mr. Sanders, 
  
RE: Cabrillo Port Revised Environmental Impact Report 
  
I am a Port Hueneme City Council Member, Mayor in 2000 and 2005. However I am not a 
professional politician, I am a registered Professional Engineer. This testimony is presented as an 
individual citizen and ratepayer not as an elected official. 
  
I support all of the testimony regarding environmental, safety, security, and related issues. 
  
However there is an additional issue that had not as yet been adequately discussed. 
  
My concern goes well beyond what might incorrectly be perceived that the only opposition issue is 
NIMBY (Not In My Backyard) that LNG is needed but the terminal should not be here. Not so! 
  
Is the BHP Billiton proposal superior to the No Project option, an analysis that is required for EIR’s? 
No, it is not. 
  
I submit that the BHP Billiton proposal fails that test because no imported LNG is needed anywhere 
on the West Coast of the USA. 
  
The EIR asserts in Section 3.4.1, “Under the no-action alternative, the demand for natural gas in 
Southern California would not be satisfied by the project and would have to be met by other options.” 
The California Energy Commission (CEC), Section 1.2.2.2, bases the increase in demand on an 
estimate of future demand growth. 
  
The EIR does not consider that domestic energy supply will match that demand. The Federal DOE 
Energy Information Administration estimates that domestic natural gas production will increase 
approximately 20% in the next 20 years in response to predicted increase in domestic gas demand. 
  
The best and indeed only way to resolve the truth of these issues is for the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) to hold public evidentiary hearings under oath. There is a lawsuit pending for 
the CPUC to hold these hearings. 
  
The issue is the negative impact on personal and national economics – Unneeded foreign imported 
LNG will force us to pay more to cook and to stay warm. These unnecessary extra payments will go 
to foreign countries for imported LNG. This will hurt you and your family and also hurt the United 
States because it will aggravate our country’s present critical Balance of Payments problem. 
  

P003-1

P003-2

P003-3

P003-4

2006/P003

P003-1
Section 6.2 addresses NEPA/CEQA requirements for consideration
of the No Action Alternative. As stated, Section 1512.6(e)(2) of the
State CEQA Guidelines provides in part, "If the environmentally
superior alternative is the 'no project" alternative, the EIR shall also
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives." The selection of the No Action Alternative by
decision-makers, for which they have full discretion, would not fulfill
the purpose and need of the Project to supply natural gas to
California consumers but would maintain, for an indeterminate time,
the status quo of California's and the nation's existing and projected
energy supply mix, including conservation and renewable energy
sources.

P003-2
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

P003-3
Section 1.2.1 contains information on the USCG and State formal
hearings.

Following publication of this Final EIS/EIR, MARAD, the USCG,
and the CSLC will serve public notice and hold final hearings.
MARAD and the USCG will hold a final DWPA license hearing in
accordance with 33 CFR 148.222. After the final license hearing is
concluded by MARAD and the USCG, the Commandant
(CG-3PSO), in coordination with the Administrator of MARAD, will
consider any requests for a formal hearing as specified in 33 CFR
148.228. The CSLC will hold a hearing to certify the EIR and make
the decision whether to grant a lease.

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, the California Energy Commission
(CEC) and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must
"carry out their respective energy-related duties and responsibilities
based upon information and analyses contained in a biennial
integrated energy policy report adopted by the CEC." Section 1.2.1
also describes the public process that is used to develop the
Integrated Energy Policy Reports to ensure that California's
energy-related interests and needs are met.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional



45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.

P003-4
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

2006/P003



It is therefore prudent and the correct business decision to defer final decision on the project until the 
results of the PUC public evidentiary hearings are published.  
  
Murray Rosenbluth, P.E. 
Master of Science in Chemical Engineering 
  
c: Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger 
 

P003-5

2006/P003

P003-5
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



P305-1

P305-2
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P305-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P305-2
Section 4.2 and Appendix C contain additional and revised
information on this topic. Sections 4.6.4 and 4.18.4 discuss the
Project's potential impacts on air and water quality, respectively.
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2006/P460

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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P346-1
Thank you for the information.

P346-2
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

P346-3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



 
 

Cal-CASE  Californians for Clean Affordable Safe Energy 
11300 W Olympic Blvd., Suite 840  Los Angeles, CA 90064 

(310) 996-2671    www.casefornaturalgas.org  
 

 
 
May 5, 2006 
 
 
 
Mr. Dwight E. Sanders 
California State Lands Commission 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA  95825 
 
Re:  Cabrillo Port: 2004021107 
 
Dear Mr. Sanders: 
 
Clean Affordable Safe Energy (Cal-CASE) is a coalition of 80 member organizations 
including representatives across the business spectrum as well as associations 
representing taxpayers, education, consumers, agriculture, local government and 
seniors. We support the importation of liquefied natural gas (LNG) to serve California’s 
growing demand for natural gas. 
 
California is the 10th largest consumer of natural gas in the world, yet we produce only 
13 percent of what we use. A large portion of that natural gas is used to fire generating 
plants that are producing 40 percent of the state¹s electricity. That means any hiccup in 
our supply system can raise prices and threaten electric system reliability. 
 
California and other states have experienced skyrocketing natural gas and electricity 
costs due to supply interruptions and forecasts of continued supply constraints. Part of 
the answer is to increase our energy supply through LNG. By taking advantage of a 
large global supply of LNG, California can avoid gyrating prices and give businesses and 
consumers a more stable energy market. 
 
LNG has been used safely around the world for more than four decades. Terminal 
applications to import LNG into California are being subjected to extensive permitting 
processes to ensure public safety and environmental protection. We urge your support 
of LNG. 
 
Thank you for considering our views. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
Dorothy Rothrock 
Chair 
Cal-CASE 

G003-1

G003-2
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G003-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G003-2
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.



2006/P468

To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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G205-1
Sections 4.19.1 and 4.19.4 contain information on potential Project
impacts on minority and low-income communities and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

G205-2
The Applicant is required to adhere to all applicable Federal, State,
and local laws, regulations, and permit requirements in the
execution of all phases of the Project. Section 4.2.6 states, "The
environmental and occupational safety record for the Applicant's
worldwide operations, including, for example, mining ventures
overseas, was not considered in evaluating potential public safety
concerns associated with this Project because such operations are
not directly comparable to the processes in the proposed Project."
The conclusions in the EIS/EIR are based on the analyses of
potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and the
implementation assumptions stated in Section 4.1.7. However, the
Applicant's safety and environmental record will be taken into
account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



G205-2
Continued

G205-3
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G205-2 Continued

G205-3
Section 4.2.8 addresses safety issues related to natural gas
pipelines. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated risk
of Project pipeline incidents.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a USDOT
Class 3 location. Also, MM PS-4c includes the installation of
additional mainline valves equipped with either remote valve
controls or automatic line break controls. SoCalGas operates
high-pressure natural gas pipelines throughout Southern California.



G205-4

G205-5
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G205-4
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.

G205-5
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2006/G205-A01



From: Rowland. Nancy (DGS) [rowlandn@SacCounty.NET] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 12:51 PM 
To: BHPREVISEDDEIR@SLC.CA.GOV 
Subject: LNG 
 
 
Dear Commission Members: 
     Please deny the BHP Billiton LNG offshore project.  Our Callifornia coast and people must be 
protected from further development and pollution.  I work at a county site that has an LNG station 
for our trucks.  Our trucks, the delivery trucks, and the station are constantly venting the LNG into 
the air when the pressure is too high.  It must be thousands of gallons lost, yet this is bound to be a 
small amount compared to the size of the tankers and terminal that is proposed.  Southern 
California does not need more air pollution. 
Thank you, 
Nancy Rowland 
(916) 338-0644  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER: 
This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and 
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, 
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other 
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. 
 
If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately 
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any 
attachments thereto. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

P053-1
P053-2

P053-3

2006/P053

P053-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

P053-2
Thank you for the information.

P053-3
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project
emissions and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses
the health effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised
impacts and mitigation measures.
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To view the responses to this letter, go to "Index--Read this First"
and select "2006 Letters--Form Letter."
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V237-1

2006/V237

V237-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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